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While AM-2'.201 may have only a single atom difference between it and JWH-018 both of 
those chemicals look nothing like Tl IC. Id. Nevertheless, the statute reterences THC and 
criminalizes synthetic equivalents of THC and "synthetic substances ... with similar chemical 
structure" to THC. LC. ~ 37-2705(d)(30). 
It is THC, not JWH-0 18, to which AM-2201 is ultimately being compared. In providing 
the list of examples of substances that have a "similar chemical structure '' with T HC the statute 
describes whole groups of compounds (which would admittedly include JWH-018) that in reality 
bear no resemblance to the chemical structure of THC. The result is a complete legal fiction 
wherein the legislature has deemed JWl-1-018 to be structurally sim ilar to THC despi te the 
factual reality to the contrary. The n~sult is that anyone reviewing a chemical not expressly 
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